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ABSTRACT 
This manuscript serves primarily as documentation of the writer's 
thought processes and of the identification of major influences leading 
to the final conceptual design proposal for the development of a Three-
Phase public faci 1 ity program and to the final solution to the problems 
of the Municipal Government Complex. 
Anderson, South Carolina, is suffering many ill effects as a result 
of a long period of poorly regulated growth. Two governmental structures, 
the Anderson County Courthouse and the Anderson City Hall are prime ex-
amples, as both are antiquated and inadequate to house appropriate func-
tions. Finding that several attempts at consolidation of these faciiities 
had been thwarted in the past and assured by government officials that no 
such attempt was forthcoming, it became the writer's objective to under-
stand these problems and to provide an architectural solution, in detail, 
only for a Municipal Government Complex. 
The Anderson Historic District, located in close proximity to sev-
eral sites being considered, became an important factor in a phased public 
facility program proposed by the writer. The strong need in the city for 
a new Civic Auditorium or Civic Center also strongly influenced the con-
ceptual proposal. The problems confronting the Anderson Historic District, 
those causing the decay of the Anderson Central Business District, and 
those confronting the development of a new governmental facility are 
closely inter-related. 
A totally barrier-free public facility complex, 1 inked by a pedes-
trian mall, is proposed to be completed in three phases. Both would be 
an integral part of the Historic District. The development of the pedes-
trian mall would be closely controlled by proposed zoning regulations, 
• • 
I I 
which are designed to prese rve and enhance the image of the Anderson 
Historic District. 
Phase I of the proposal is the construction of a new Municipal 
Government Complex. Phase I I is the development of a County Court Com-
plex. The pedestrial mall that connects the two would provide a buffer 
between the Central Business District and the Historic District preventing 
further encroachment by the Central Business District and preserving for 
posterity the values displayed by the Historic District. Phase I I I • IS 
the development of a Civic Center, the third major public facility to be 
located on the pedestrian spine. The architectural solution to the 
problems of the Municipal Government Complex is then discussed in detail. 
• • • 
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INTRODUCTION 
The city of Anderson is near the geographic center of Anderson 
County in the Piedmont Region of the State of South Carolina, and 
se rves as the county seat of Anderson County, its central location 
making it ideal for this purpose. Rapid growth is expected within the 
next few years due to several factors and the governmental facilities 
that are located there, already outdated and bursting at the seams, 
wi 11 become intolerable if measures are not taken to identify and solve 
bo th present and future problems. (See Figure 1) 
At the outset of this project, it was the intention of the writer 
to investigate the possibility of consolidation of the city and county 
governments into one complex, thereby creating a constant flow of 
communication between the two levels of government and allowing a much 
more efficient use of actual building space by combining similar func-
tions of the two governments. However, after initial interviews with 
personnel involved in both city and county governments, it was dis-
covered that consolidation of these two governments had been discussed 
at length in the past and that, several times, the idea had been re-
jected by the citizenry. At the time this study was being made, 
consolidation of the two governmental bodies was not considered 
feasible by the personnel contacted by this writer. Therefore, it was 
decided to deal in depth only with the municipal government center of 
the city of Anderson and to limit any proposals concerning the county 
government to a conceptual level. 


















1. To investigate and understand the municipal government 
organization of the city of Anderson. 
2. To investigate the physical conditions of both the municipal 
and county government faci 1 ities and identify architecturally-
r e lated problems that exist within the two governmental areas. 
3. To identify common needs and areas of compatibility between 
the Anderson governmental bodies and the city of Anderson. 
4. To propose an appropriate architectural solution, in 
conceptual form, to the needs of the city and both govern-




PART I - THE CITY OF ANDERSON 
The city of Anderson is one of the two major population centers 
of the northwesternmost corner of the State of South Carolina. Cen-
tral 1y located in Anderson County, the city of Anderson has a popula-
tion in the neighborhood of 30-35,000 people. This population figure 
is expected to increase rapidly in the near future due to several 
factors. The avai labi 1 ity of electrical power at a low cost in the 
area plus the close proximity of the city of Anderson to major trans-
portation routes have made Anderson a very attractive location for new 
industry. The rol 1 ing hi 1 ls and the abundance of forests and lakes in 
the area make Anderson anaesthetically pleasing place to live, and 
people who settle here are within easy reach of a wide variety of 
recreational activities. Corrvnercial growth in the city is rapidly 
increasing, as it serves as a major commercial center for much of 
Oconee, Pickens, Anderson and Abbeville Counties. Other population 
centers in Anderson County include Pendleton, Pelzer, Williamston, 
Belton, Honea Path, Starr and Iva, al 1 located within approximately 
fifteen miles of the city of Anderson. (See Figure l) 
Much of Anderson's growth and importance stems from the fact 
that it is located at the crossroads of several major transportation 
arteries. Interstate 85, connecting Atlanta and Greenville, passes 
to the north of Anderson within several miles and is connected to 
Anderson by U.S. Routes 76 and 178. U.S. Route 76 serves as the main 
connector between Oconee and Pickens Counties and the city of Anderson 
• 
5 
to the north and the towns of Belton and Honea Path to the south. U.S. 
Route 29 is the main artery between Pelzer, Williamston and Anderson 
to the northeast, and S.C. Route 81 connects Anderson with the towns 
of Starr and Iva to the south. S.C. Route 24 passes by the Anderson 
County Airport and also serves as a main connector with population 
centers in Oconee County. S.C. Route 28 provides a north/south by-pass 
around the city of Anderson, connecting with U.S. Route 76 on the north 
and S.C. Route 81 and U.S. Route 29 on the south. Two railroads also 
serve the city of Anderson - Carolina Northwestern Railroad and S.C. 
and L. Railroad. (See Figure 2) 
Growth trends that are currently taking place within the immed-
iate vicinity of Anderson are of significant value to this project. 
The Anderson Central Business District lies mainly between the Green-
ville Highway (U.S. Route 29) on the north and River Street on the 
south, is bordered by Murray Street on the west and is expanding 
toward Fant Street on the east. At the center of the Central Business 
District is the Courthouse Square, the most dominant landmark in the 
city of Anderson. The square is bordered on the north by Whitner 
Street and on the south by Benson Street, and is split down the middle 
by Main Street (S.C. Route 28). (See Figure 3) 
Like thousands of other cities across the country, the Anderson 
Central Business District is rapidly falling into a state of decay. 
The growth of industry outward from the center of the city, along the 
major transportation routes, is also influencing many of the major 
commercial institutions of the Central Business District to follow 
suit. At present, the most rapid corrvnercial growth is taking place 
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north of the city towards the intersection of U.S. Route 76 and Inter-
state 85. Other areas of commercial growth are at the crossroads of 
S.C. Route 24 and the S.C. 28 By-Pass and south of the city near the 
intersection of the U.S. 29 By-Pass and S.C. Route 28. The rapid 
growth of these commercial areas is contributing to the rapid decay of 
the Central Business District and is causing a slow, but sure, movement 
of the Central Business District northward along Main Street, leaving 
in the southern portion of the city the most intense area of COfTlllercia1 
decay. (See Figure 4) 
Several planning studies have been initiated by both city and 
county governments in order to define the causes of the Central Business 
District decay and to put forth proposals for the reversal of the present 
trend. However, none of these proposals have, as yet, been deemed suc-
cessful by the authorities and have not been adopted. The only area 
of major commercial professional growth within the downtown area is 
along Fant Street from Greenvi11e Street, at the location of Anderson 
Memorial Hospital, southward to River Street (U.S. Route 76). The 
Anderson City Planner feels sure that this street will become a major 
factor in the development of the Central Business District. 
One very significant area within the city is the Anderson Historic 
District, which lies south of the Central Business District and borders 
one of the major areas of commercial decay in the city along Main Street. 
This historic district and the great potential it holds for the future 
development of the city of Anderson will be discussed at length later 
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PART I I - THE EXISTING COUNTY COURT FACILITY 
The location of the existing County Courthouse at the heart of the 
Central Business District and Courthouse Square represents the strong 
historic tradition of the seat of county government at the center of 
the city. With the rapid growth of the city of Anderson in latter 
years, this central location represents also many problems that contri-
bute to the Central Business District of the city and to the inefficient 
functioning of this governmental facility. The vehicular attraction of 
the Courthouse alone, in the heart of the downtown area, has created a 
monumental traffic problem. Not only is traffic through this area 
greatly slowed by the necessary traffic and pedestrian 1 ights, but 
access to the area is very 1 imited due to the inadequate number of 
parking spaces in the immediate area of the Courthouse. Intense compe-
tition for the available parking spaces by visitors to the Courthouse 
itself and those people intent upon patronizing the commercial establish-
ments on the Square is constant. There is also great conflict between 
pedestrian flow to and from the Courthouse and vehicular traffic in the 
area. 
The Courthouse structure itself, although striking as a city focal 
point, is woefully inadequate. Existing space is approximately 32,000 
square feet. Office space and storage space have overflowed into and 
utilized parts of public corridors. Public and employee lounges, public 
toilets and waiting rooms are inadequate and poorly located. Circulation 
through the building is haphazard, at best, and often one is forced to 
make a complete circuit of the building in order to find the area or 
department sought . An inter-departmental communication system is 
1 J 
• non-existent. 
The need for a new structure is readily apparent; however, the 
existing site presents many problems in planning for the future. Space 
for a new Courthouse structure in the square is not available. If a 
decision were made to construct a new Courthouse on this location, it 
would first require the demolition of the old structure, creating the 
need for an extensive temporary Courthouse facility. A new facility 
upon this site would also require the construction of a major parking 
structure at great cost to the taxpayer, and the problem of conflict 
between visitors and personnel in the Courthouse and patrons of commer-
cial ventures on the Courthouse Square would still exist. It is 
probably because of these major problems in pedestrian and vehicular 
conflict and the lack of parking in the immediate vicinity that have 
forced several major downtown businesses to relocate on the outskirts 
of the city. 
PART I I I - THE EXISTING ANDERSON CITY HALL 
The existing Anderson City Hall is located three blocks south of 
the County Courthouse. It is bordered on the north by Market Street, 
on the south by John Street, on the west by Main Street and on the east 
by McDuffie Street. The facility not only houses the municipal govern-
mental body but contains as well the Anderson Police Department, the 
City Jail and the Central Fire Department. Lack of space for each of 
these units is a major problem. Parking, because of less intense com-
mercial activity in the area and fewer numbers of visitors to this 
facility, is less of a problem than it is in the vicinity of the County 
1 2 
Courthouse. Pedestrian access to the municipal government facility is 
sti l 1 a problem due to the conflict with the Pol ice Department and the 
Fire Station. Visually, the City Hall is overshadowed by the Fire 
Station which is the focal point of the building. 
The structure itself is antiquated and in need of repair through-
out. Office spaces within the building are crowded and inter-department-
al communication is difficult. The Fire Station lacks space for needed 
fire-fighting apparatus and equipment storage. More space is needed 
also for a firemen's dormitory and for kitchen, dining and recreational 
facilities. The Pol ice Department and the City Jail combined also re-
flect these problems of overcrowding and inefficient inter-departmental 
circulation and communication. Conditions within this City Hall indicate 
a clear need for a new building or complex of buildings to house the 
functions that take place within. From the City Hall southward along 
Main Street occurs the most concentrated area of commercial decay in 
the downtown area. 
PART IV - THE MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE 
During the past year the city of Anderson adopted the Council-
Manager form of municipal government. This form of municipal govern-
ment consists of a City Council of eight member, which is presided over 
by the c ity Mayor, all of whom are elected officials. All legislative 
powers of the municipality and the determination of all matters of 
pol icy are vested in the municipal council with each member, including 
the Mayor, having one vote. It is the duty of the City Council to 
employ a City Manager who is in charge of all administrative functions 
1 3 
of the city government. The City Manager is the chief executive 
officer and head of the administrative branch of the municipal govern-
ment and is responsible to the City Council for the proper administration 
of all affairs of the municipality. It is the duty of the City Manager 
to recommend an administrative structure to the City Council for adop-
tion. (See Figure 5) 
The structure of the mun icipal government adopted in October of 
1 9 7 6 , i s a s f o 1 1 ow s : 
The Administrative Branch of the government consists of five di-
visions, with each division headed by a director who is directly 
responsible to the City Manager. Each division may be made up of 
several departments. The five divisions of the Anderson Municipal 
Government are the Division of Finance, Division of Business Affairs, 
Division of Public Works, Division of Community Planning and Develop-
ment, and Division of Public Safety. 
The Director of Finance i s in charge of four departments within 
his division. These departments are the Tax Department, Accounting 
Department, Budget Department and Data Processing Department. 
The Division of Business Affairs includes the Department of Per-
sonnel, Purchasing Department, Department of Administrative Support, 
and the City Garage. 
The Division of Public Works is made up of the following depart-
ments: Engineering, Waste/Water Treatment, Maintenance, Sanitation and 
the Cemetery. 
The Division of Community Planning and Development contains the 
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of Community Development and Department of City Recreation. 
The Division of Public Safety consists of two departments -
The Fire Department and the Pol ice Department. 
Also working closely with the Mayor and City Manager's Office is 




SITE INVESTIGATION AND EVALUATION 
A series of interviews with city and county government officials 
contributed greatly to the writer's understanding of the problems of 
these two governmental bodies and also to the problems of the city in 
general. Fol lowing these meetings, an investigation into possible 
sites for a municipal government complex was undertaken. 
A number of factors were considered in this search for a possible 
government complex location. According to both city1and county2plan-
ners, one of the most important of these factors was the proximity of 
the site to the existing Central Business District. With the already 
rapid migration of commercial and professional business concerns to 
the outskirts of the city, it was deemed important that a large activ-
ity generator such as a government center be located in close proximity 
to, but not in conflict with, the Central Business District. The re-
moval of one or both governmental institutions from the downtown area 
would deal a harsh blow to an already troubled area. Also, the develop-
ment of a new governmental complex in or near the Central Business 
District would give impetus to new commercial and professional develop-
ment there. If possible, a location to the south of the present 
Courthouse Square would be preferable, as it might help to stem the 
rapid commercial and physical decay already taking place in that area 
of the city. 
Another factor important in the location of a future governmental 
complex site would be its possible function as a community focal point. 
The new site would have to become readily identifiable by the people of 
Anderson as a site and seat of power in the city. A third factor, 
17 
closely related to the former, is that a potential site must be located 
on one or more major traffic arteries, allowing quick access by the 
general public and increasing the ease with which a person unfamiliar 
with the city could locate this governmental complex. Perhaps the most 
basic factor involved in this investigation is the availability of suf-
ficient developable real estate at a price that could be afforded by 
the city government. The site must also have the potential for an 
adequate amount of off-street parking not only to serve the government 
facility itself but also other c0011lercial, professional or recreational 
concerns. Finally, the site must be compatible with the desired trends 
for the future of the city of Anderson, and should serve as a positive 
influence to c00YT1unity development. 
On the basis of these criteria, five potential municipal govern-
ment complex sites were identified: 
Site No. 1 includes the location of the present City Hall and an 
adjoining city block. It is bordered on the north by Market 
Street, on the south by River Street, on the east by McDuffie 
Street and on the west by Main Street. 
Site No. 2 would include the land on which the old Post Office 
Building stands. It is bounded on the north by Benson Street, 
the south by Market Street, the west by Manning Street and the 
east by McDuffie Street, encompassing two city blocks. 
Site No. 3 includes a large vacant parcel of land located east 
of the intersection of River Street and Fant Street. This site 
is bordered on the north by Market Street, on the northeast by 
18 
Salem treet, on the southeast by Jefferson Street, on the west 
by Fant Street, and on the southwest by River Street (U.S. Route 
76) and U.S. Route 178. 
Site No. 4 is located at the intersections of U.S. Route 29, S.C. 
Route 28 and S. C. Route 81. It is bordered on the north by East 
Hampton Street, on the south by S.C. Route 28, on the west by 
Murray Street and on the east by Main Street. 
Site No. 5 is located between Murray Street and Main Street, and 
is bordered on the north by Crayton Street and on the south by 
Bleckley Street. 
All five sites meet the majority of the site selection criteria 
established; however, Site No. 4 and Site No. 5 exceed a twenty-minute 
walking distance to the center of the Central Business District and were, 
t he re f o re , i mme d i a t e 1 y e 1 i m i n a t e d . ( S e e F i g u re 6 ) 
Site No. 2 has the closest relationship with the Central Business 
District, being less than a five-minute walk from the Courthouse Square. 
Adequate space for off-street parking exists on the site and a government 
complex located on this site would be located next to a major Anderson 
landmark - the old U.S. Post Office and Federal Courthouse Building. 
The one major drawback to this site is that it is at least one block re-
moved from any major artery of transportation. Additional parking could 
be obta i ned for Site No. 2 by annexing the block just south of this site, 
bordered by Market Street, Manning Street, John Street and McDuffie Street. 
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The site selection options were narrowed down to Site No. 1 and 
Site No. 3. Site No. 1 is a leisurely five-minute walk from the Court-
house Square, while Site No. 3 would be between a ten- and fifteen-
minute walk from the same point. (See Figure 7) Both sites 1 and 3 
are located at what could be considered major community focal points. 
Site No. 1 is located at the intersection of Main Street and River 
Street, which is also U.S. Route 76. Site No. 3 is located at the 
intersection of River Street and Fant Street, which is predicted to be-
come an area of major commercial development and a major traffic artery 
within the Central Business District. Both would be highly accessible 
to the public and both would provide excel lent dispersal centers for 
Department of Public Safety units to points throughout the city. The 
degree of development that is present on Site No. 1 plus its closer 
proximity to the Central Business District would make this site a more 
expensive investment for the governmental body considering its purchase. 
The majority of Site No. 3 is owned by a small business college and has 
been offered for sale in the recent past at a reasonable price. Inasmuch 
as commercial interests are presently moving away from this area, the 
land was not sold. There is only a slight degree of commercial develop-
ment on the site at present and residential development ranges from poor 
to fair. Both sites are located in areas where a major governmental 
development would probably influence the redevelopment and upgrading of 
surrounding areas of decay . (See Figure 8) The potential for off-
street parking is adequate on Site No. 1 and more than adequate on Site 
No. 3. 
Other factors also entered into the process of weighing the assets 
and 1 iabilities of these two potential governmental complex locations. 
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Figure 8. View of City Hall South on Main Street 
Fi gure 9. Hardwood Grove on Site No. 3 
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Site No. 3 is bordered on the north and northeast by a community re-
development area where redevelopment is already taking place, making it 
compatible with the current trend in this area. (See Figure 6) 
Another very great asset of Site No. 3 is the fact that a large portion 
of it is covered by a grove of massive hardwood trees, which makes this 
site much more aesthetically pleasing than Site No. 1. (See Figure 9) 
It was at this point in the evaluation process that the writer 
became aware of a study conducted by three professors of architecture 
at Clemson University in 1974. 
In May, 1973. the City of Anderson accepted a matching grant from 
the Department of the Interior through the agency of the South 
Carolina Department of Archives and History, for an evaluation 
and planning study of the area to determine the present conditions 
of the District and the possibilities for its future development.3 
The above-mentioned ''District'' refers to the Anderson Historic District, 
an area bordering both Site No. 1 and Site No. 3. (See Figure 10) ''It 
is the purpose of this Study not only to report the present conditions 
of the Anderson Historic District but to suggest how it may be utilized 
for the future advantage of the city. 11 4 
A brief summary of the results of the Anderson Historic District 
Study is necessary because it has had a great influence upon the results 
of the writer's project in locating a site and in designing a municipal 
government center for Anderson. The present boundaries of the Historic 
District include Fant Street on the east, stretching from Hampton Street 
on the south to Benson Street on the north. The boundary then runs from 
Benson Street to Manning Street to Church Street, runs south along 
McDuffie Street to Franklin Street, turns west to Main Street and south 
· s·1nce much encroachment upon the Historic District again to East Hampton. 
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area has already taken place by concerns from the Central Business Dis-
trict, the Anderson Historic District Study proposes that the Historic 
District boundaries include all of the land between South Main Street 
and Fant Street, and Market Street on the north and Hampton Street on 
the south. (See Figure 11) 
Special zoning regulations for the protection of the Anderson 
Historic District are recommended to the city of Anderson. The goals of 
these zoning changes are as follows: 
To preserve a district of the city which reflects elements of its 
cultu ral, social, and architectural history; 
To stabilize and improve property values both within the district 
and in its surrounding area; 
To encourage Adaptive Use of exist ing structures to extend their 
economic viability; 
To promote the use of the Historic District for the education, 
pleasure, and welfare of the people; 
To improve the economic strength of the city, and 
To preserve and foster civic beauty . 5 
For the purpose of establishing a buffer area and preventing 
further encroachment of the Central Business District into the Historic 
District area, the parcel of land located between Market Street and 
River Street, Main Street on the west and Fant Street on the south is 
proposed as an office district. The zoning in this historic office 
district would strict l y limit the development and adaptive use of 
buildings within this district in order to insure compatibility with 
the existing image of the bulk of the Historic District to the south. 
This office district contains all of Site No. 1 and shares a common 
border with Site No. 3 in Fant Street. 
Figure 11. Commercial Intrusion into Historic District 
26 
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The Historic District Study master plan recommends that Site No. 1 
become new governmental buildings and offices, the remaining area of this 
strip to be used for highly restricted retail and professional adaptive 
use and development. It is also proposed that River Street and Market 
Street be one-way streets in order to increase their capacity without 
the need for widening the streets, thus destroying many valuable trees 
1 ining them.6 Located on Gadsden Square at the focus of Manning Street, 
the Caldwell Johnson Horris house, the first house to be fully restored 
in the Historic District, would become the central focus of the Anderson 
Historic District. 
Proposals of this Anderson Historic District Study led the writer 
to propose, in concept, the use of both Site No. 1 and Site No. 3 and 
the land between the two to develop a public governmental and recreation-
al pedestrian spine that would connect the sites and work in conjunction 
with the proposals already established by the Historic District Study. 
(See Figure 12) 
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GOVERNMENTAL FACILITY CONCEPT 
One further consideration must be discussed before an explanation 
of the writer's governmental facility concept proposal can be made. 
During discussions with the City Manager, the point was made that the 
city of Anderson is in dire need of a city auditorium or civic center 
in which concerts, special shows, exhibitions, etc. could be held. 
Existing facilities, 1 ike the facilities that house the two areas of 
government, are quite inadequate. 
The Anderson Recreation Center, which is located on North Murray 
Avenue, was built in 1950. It consists of a gymnasium, swimming pool, 
meeting rooms, and office space for the Recreation Department. This 
facility is also used to house exhibitions and public meetings. The 
seating capacity of the Center is approximately 2,500 with 500 on- and 
off-street parking spaces available. The City Planning Department is of 
the opinion that Anderson is in need of a larger facility with increased 
seating capacity that would accommodate major exhibitions and concerts. 
Although an auditorium of this scope might adequately function 
for most of the above-mentioned recreational activities, it would require 
consideration of the unique qualities of vocal performances and concerts 
of small ensembles in order to adequately function for concerts of this 
type. 
30 
Aware of the need for a third major governmental facility, the 
writer formulated a conceptual proposal that would provide for the de-
velopment, in three phases, of a pedestrian spine that would include all 
three governmental faci 1 ities; the County Courthouse, a Municipal 
Government Complex, and a Civic Auditorium or Civic Center. This pro-
posal could be developed in such a way as to strengthen and enhance 
those proposals put forth by the Anderson Historic District Study. 
(See Figure 13) 
Phase I of this proposal includes the construction of a new muni-
cipal governmental complex including a city administrative office build-
ing, the Police Department, a detention facility and a central fire 
department. This complex would be located on the northwest portion of 
Site No. 3 adjacent to the intersection of River Street and Fant Street. 
The adoption of Phase No. 1 would accomplish several desired 
objectives. The city government complex would be located at a major 
focal point within the city at the intersection of two major traffic 
arteries. (See Figure 14) The facility would be designed in such a 
manner as to minimize the number of trees in the existing hardwood 
grove that would be destroyed, the rest of the land being left natural, 
in order to preserve its beauty for generations to come. The streets 
surrounding Site No. 3 (Market Street, Salem Street, and Jefferson 
Street) would be developed into a wide two-lane perimeter street, 
which could be used by Department of Public Safety vehicles for rapid 
dispersal to all points of the city. Sensitive development of this 
site could also influence the adaptive use of several large houses, 
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Figure 1~. View Into Proposed Municipal Government Site From 
Intersection of River and Fant Streets 
Figure 15. Church Serves As Buffer Between Historic District and 
Proposed County Court Complex 
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District but which are not contained within the Historic District. This 
image would be of great value, as the site is located at one of the ma-
jor access points to the city of Anderson. 
Phase I I proposes the demolition of the present City Hall and the 
acquisition of the iand located within Site No. 1 by the county for use 
as a county court complex. The ciose proximity of Site No. 1 to the 
Central Business District and the larger scale buildings located here 
would be much more appropriate for a building of the scale and image of 
a county court complex. A large scale building on this location, which 
could even include a major parking facility, would not be out of place 
on this site, since it is buffered to the southeast and northeast by 
s eve r a 1 i a r g e bu i 1 d i n g s . ( S e e F i g u re 1 5 ) T h i s comp 1 ex wo u 1 d a 1 so be 
located at a major focal point in the city, directly on Main Street 
and River Street. The area between these two complexes could then be 
developed in accordance with the proposals set forth by the Anderson 
Historic District Study as an area of adaptive use of the existing 
bui Jdings for commercial boutiques and professional buildings. 
John Street, which carries a very light vehicular traffic, would 
be closed to vehicles and developed into a pedestrian way, connecting 
the county court complex and the municipal government complex. Manning 
Street, also 1 ightly travelled, would be closed between Market Street 
and River Street, eliminating pedestrian-vehicular conflict at this 
point. This could also lead to the development of a grand pedestrian 
mall which would terminate at the steps of the Caldwell Johnson Morris 
house in Gadsden Square. Vehicular and pedestrian conflict points, at 
the intersections of John Street and McDuffie Street and John Street 
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and Fant Street, would be controlled by traffic signals. 
Phase I I I of the concept stipulates the acquisition of an appro-
priate amount of the southeastern portion of Site No. 3 for construction 
of a new civic center. The pedestrian mall that connects the county 
court complex and the municipal government complex would then be ex-
tended to include the civic center. The area between the civic center 
and the municipal government complex could be developed into off- street 
parking that would serve both areas. The establishment of a complex of 
this type should have a very beneficial effect upon the restoration and 
adaptive use of many of the historically significant houses within the 
Anderson Historic District. In addition, it should be a great factor 
in halting the commercial decay that is slowly creeping northward and, 
in fact, reverse the trend, helping to revitalize this section of the 
city of Anderson. 

SITE EVALUATION AND CONCEPT FORMULATION FOR THE 
GOVERNMENT COMPLEX 
PART I - SITE EVALUATION 
The proposed site boundaries for the site specifically chosen for 
the Municipal Government Complex can be seen on Figure 16 of this docu-
ment. Both the location and topography of this land satisfy the re-
quirement that a municipal government complex must become a focal point 
of the community. The grove of extremely large hardwoods that is 
present on the site encompasses al 1 of the area from the corner of 
Market Street and Fant Street southward to the edge of the site boundary 
on River Street, automatically lending aesthetic importance to the tract. 
The terrain is sloping with the highest elevation located in a 
grove of the largest trees bordering East River Street. The land slopes 
downward in al 1 directions from this point, yet the slope is moderate to 
nearly flat on the majority of the site. Nowhere on the site would the 
slope create difficulty in building, although the area of maximum 
slope might indicate the potential for a multi-story structure. The 
differential in elevation is between 25 and 30 feet, with the lowest 
elevation coming at a point where East Market Street joins Salem Street. 
Assuming that the undergrowth would be cleared to allow unob-
structed vision beneath the tree canopy, the optimum visual access into 
the site is from the center of the intersection of River Street and 
Fant Street, which is already one of the most heavily travelled inter-
sections in the city and is destined in the future to become even more 
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occur on the site perimeter, and the final concept of site access will 
be greatly influenced by tt1e overall public pedestrian mall concept. 
Eleven structures exist on this land parcel, four of which are 
in fair to good condition, and the rest being in a general state of 
delapidation. It is proposed that all structures be removed, as none 
of them contribute in any way to the image of the Historic District and 
the surrounding area. As the writer feels that the preservation of the 
grove of large hardwood trees is of most importance in the development 
of this site, the most logical area of high building potential occurs 
close to the centroid of the site, encompassing the area of maximum 
slope. The development of the building complex in this area will • 1n-
sure the preservation of the maximum number of the large trees. 
The topography bordering Market Street and Salem Street bears 
great potential for Department of Public Safety vehicles to enter the 
Anderson street system on a secondary rather than a primary traffic 
artery. This would aid the speedy dispersal of these units throughout 
the city. 
PART I I - CONCEPT FORMULATION 
The formulation of the municipal government site concept was in-
fluenced by several factors. (See Figure 17) With the transformation 
of John Street in the overall concept into a pedestrian mall, a strong 
axis can be created between the County Court Complex and a Municipal 
Government Complex. Therefore, the point at which John Street inter-
sects Fant Street is proposed as one of the major pedestrian access 
points within the site. Another pedestrian access point should occur 
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at the intersection of Fant Street and River Street. This area could 
become a collecting point for people who are utilizing public trans-
portation, such as the City Bus System. Another minor pedestrian 
entrance point would occur on Salem Street, being dictated by the fact 
that numerous residences are located in this area and the area itself 
is in a process of redevelopment, increasing the potential for pedestrian 
traffic from this direction. The pedestrian mall should extend from 
the municipal government building location along the edge of the site 
boundary in the direction of the proposed Civic Center. This pedes-
trian spine could be incorporated into a green belt buffer between the 
residential area bordering Salem Street and potential public vehicular 
parking. 
The main public vehicular access point should be located on River 
Street, as this wi 11 be the most heavily travelled artery bordering the 
site. It is proposed that this point of access be located as far re-
moved as possible from the intersection of Fant Street and River Street, 
thus avoiding vehicular conflict in an already less than satisfactory 
intersection. The writer feels that there should be a separation be-
tween major public vehicular access and parking and the personnel 
vehicular sector. Personnel access should be located on Market Street, 
again as far as possible, removed from the intersection of Fant Street 
and Market Street. Department of Public Safety dispersal will also be 
located in this area in such a manner as not to conflict with the 
general personnel vehicles. 
The Municipal Government Office Building and City Council Chambers 
will be located at the centroid of the site on an axis with existing 
40 
John Street and at a high visibility point beneath the tree canopy from 
the intersection of Fant and River Streets. The massing of this building 
must create a visual entrance from either direction of the pedestrian 
spine and must also al low visual entrance for the vehicular traffic to 
identify. The bui )ding should also be readily accessible to personnel 
who are entering from Market Street. 
As the hardwood grove that borders Fant and East River Streets 
lends a certain informal monumentality to the site itself, it is the 
writer's opinion that the building complex be massed in such a manner 
as not to conflict with the grove, but sti 11 maintain identity as the 
seat of authority of the city of Anderson. In order to accomplish this, 
the vertical building mass should probably be 1 imited to not more than 
two levels above the level of the intersection of Fant and East River 
Streets. 
In considering the placement of the Fire Station, two factors 
were uppermost. The fire-fighting apparatus must be al lowed to enter 
the public road system on a secondary rather than a primary artery. 
Therefore, Market Street was chosen as this entrance point. Fire-
fighting equipment is also a great attraction to young and old alike; 
therefore, the position of the Fire Station between East Market Street 
and the pedestrian connection with the County Court Complex was chosen, 
as it would allow the vehicle maintenance and clean-up area to be 
viewed by the public from a major circulation pathway. 
The area bordering the intersection of Salem and Market Streets 
has been allocated as a potential point for a proposed detention center, 
as this point is farthest removed on the site perimeter from public 
....... 
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scrutiny. The proposed detention center will be dealt with only in 
conceptual location, as a detailed solution to this problem cannot be 
dealt with in the time frame allotted for this terminal project. 
• 
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THE BUILDING PROGRAM 
The program of functional and spatial requirements for the Munici-
pal Government Center was formulated through a series of interviews with 
the City Manager, the City Planner, the Chief of the Fire Department, 
and the Police Chief . 
PART I - THE CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER (3,300 sq. ft.) 
This space mu s t be the most prestigious space in the complex and 
highly accessible to the public. Seating should accommodate approxi-
mately two hundred people. The City Council consists of eight council 
members and the Mayor. They must be seated in a manner that would per-
mit an easy exchange of dialogue with the public during council meetings. 
There s hould also be a small work area located adjacent to the City 
Council Chambers for the members of the City Council. This area could 
also double as conference area during Municipal Court sessions, which 
wil 1 be held in the facility until such a time as the new County Court 
Complex can accommodate this function. A generous public lobby and 
public toilet facilities must be located nearby. 
PART I I - THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE SUITE (4,000 sq. ft.) 
The Executive Offices must house the two primary governmental 
officers (the Mayor and the City Manager) as well as the directors of 
each governmental division, an Assistant City Manager, and a Law 
Director. Space must also be allocated for a maximum clerical staff 
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of six. Other closely related spaces required are: an Executive 
Conference Room, Administrative Lounge, public waiting area, and a 
library for public officials . The offices of the Mayor and the City 
Manager must occupy a position of importance , both with easy access to 
the Executive Conference Room. Access to these areas by the public 
should he control led by a reception area , and both the Mayor and City 
1anager must be afforded access to their offices without traveling 
through major pub I ic spaces. 
PART 111 - THE DIVISIO OF Fl A CE (6.500 sq. ft.) 
This division is composed of the Data Processing Department , the 
Accounting Department, the Budget Department and the Tax Department. 
Al 1 of these departments are close l y inter -related and r equire a flex-
ible working arrangement to al low ease of inter-departmental circulation 
and employee communication. The employees of these departments need 
access to a conference area . The Data Processing Department must be a 
comp letely climatized space suitable fo r the housing of de licate computer 
equipment. The departmental br eakdowns are as follows: 
DEPARTMENT # OF EMPLOYEES AREA 
Data Processing 5 l '500 sq. ft. 
Accounting 1 5 1 '800 sq. ft. 
Budget 5 750 sq. ft. 
Tax 9 1 '200 sq . ft. 
The Tax Department will generate the l argest number of visits by the 
public, as this i s the area where people come to pay taxes, buy business 
1 icenses , etc. I t must be located in a position of easy pub li c access 
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and prominence. 
PART IV - THE DIVISION OF BUSINESS AFFAIRS (3 000 ft ) ' sq. . 
Two depart ment s in this divi s ion, Personnel and Purchasing, must 
have a close working relationship with the Division of Finance. The 
third department in this division is the Administrative Support Depart-
ment. The functions of this department include the processing, copying, 
collating and distribution of administrative materials; shipping and 
receiving; mai 1 distribution; and general storage of materials. This 
department need not be located in a close physical proximity to any 
other department. Optimally, it would be located near the service or 
delivery entrance to the building and near a major vertical circulation 









550 sq. ft. 
450 sq. ft. 
1,700 sq. ft . 
PART V - THE DIVISION OF COMMUtJITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT (3,800 
sq. ft.) 
Thi s division must be located for easy access by the public and 
must have quick access to a private conference area. This conference 
area could be shared by all of the departments within the division. All 
of the departments in this division will generate some public activity. 
Divi s ion breakdowns include: 
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DEPARTMENT # OF EMPLOYEES AREA 
City Planning 5 1 , 1 00 sq. ft. 
Building Inspection 8 1 '000 sq. ft. 
Community Development 3 500 sq. ft. 
PART VI - THE DIVISION OF PUBLIC WORKS (l 400 ft ) ' sq . . 
Only one department within this division wi 11 function within the 
Municipal Government Complex. The Department of Engineering wi 11 have 
a close working relationship with the departments within the Community 
and Planning Development Departments. The Department of Engineering 
wi l J have a total of seven employees and l ,400 sq. ft. 
PART VI I - THE DIVISION OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
This division includes the Pol ice Department and the Fire Depart-
ment. The Pol ice Department, although contained within the same building 
as the Administrative Offices, does not necessarily have any strong 
functional relationship with any of these departments. Instead , i t 
should be designed to have a close working relationship with the area 
of the proposed detention facility. The total area required for the 
Pol ice Department is approximately 8,000 square feet. One major 
function within the Pol ice Department is an Administrative Suite, which 
houses the Chief of Pol ice and the Public Education Officer, plus at 
least two clerical aids. A public desk area will control public access 
to this space. This area should also contain the Dispatcher's Office, 
file and general storage space, an evidence room, with a very close 
proximity to the Pol ice Chief's Office and a small room, accessible 
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only from his private office, for the purpose of stor·ing certa·1 t n ypes 
of evidence. 
Other areas within this department are an area for work space for 
at least six Captains: a Detectives' work area with space for at least 
eight d sks; a Patrolmen's work and briefing room; two interviewing 
rooms and two temporary holding eel ls; an off icers 1 kitchen and dining 
area; plus recreation room. and men's and women's locker spaces. 
The Fire Department wi 1 I be housed in a separate facility. Total 
area required is approximately 16,000 square feet. The major space in 
the Fire Department wi 11 be the Apparatus Room, which houses all of the 
fire-fighting equipment necessary and ample wall space for storage and 
equipment clean-up. A Firemen's Dormitory, including kitchen, dining 
and recreation, is approximately 4,400 square feet and must have extreme 
ease of access to the Apparatus Room. Other spaces include an Adminis-
trative Suite, with the Fire Chief's Office, a receptionist/secretary; 
private conference area: and at least two other offices. A watch room 
must be located at a strategic survei 1 lance point, having direct visual 
access to both the public entrance and the Apparatus Room. There is 
also need for a large training or conference area, and an alarm equip-
ment room must be remotely located and fully disaster protected. 
Another space within the community government office building is 
an employee canteen and lounge, which would contain dispensing machines. 
Thi s area should be removed from public scrutiny. An ample mechanical 
equipment room is also required. This area should be centrally located, 
if possible. 
One final area i s to be included within the office building. This 
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area is a suite of offices that would be available for use by Public 
Service organizations, such as the United Fund, the Home Health Services 
Off ice, the Family Planning Office, etc. 
All spaces mentioned above should be supported by adequate intra-
departmental circulation space and toilet facilities. 
PPOGRAl1 SUMt1ARY 
City Council Chamber 
Executive Office Suite 
Division of Finance 
Division of Business Affairs 
Division of Community Planning 
and Development 
Division of Public Works 
Division of Public Safety 
The Pol ice Department 
The Fire Department 
Miscellaneous Spaces 
Sub-total 
Circulation and Toilets 
Total Area 
3,300 sq. ft. 
4,000 sq. ft. 
6,500 sq. ft. 
3,000 sq. ft. 
3,800 sq. ft. 
1,400 sq. ft. 
8,000 sq. ft. 
16,000 sq. ft. 
5,000 sq. ft. 
51,000 sq. ft. 
10,200 sq. ft. 
61,000 sq. ft. 

EVALUATION OF ARCHITECTURAL SOLUTION 
(See Appendix A) 
The arch itectural so lution to the problem of the Municipal Govern-
ment Office Building is composed of three major elements. Two elements 
house the departmental areas. 
One of these areas, two stories in height, is a long, relatively 
narrow, rectilinear prism. It is located parallel and adjacent to the 
pedestrian access to the County Court Complex and accentuates this 
pedestrian movement. The top floor is primarily departmental work 
space; the l ower level is primarily the Pol ice Station, which focuses 
northward onto Market Street, allowing easy access to the Pol ice Depart-
ment and to the building itself from the personnel parking lot. Also 
located on the l ower level near the personnel entrance is the Adminis-
trative Support Department. The personnel entrance also serves as the 
service and delivery entrance. 
The other department work space i s housed in a long, one-story, 
arc-shaped segment which is located on the side of the pedestrian path 
opposite the previous building mass. The pedestrian spine passes be-
tween these two masses. An arc shape was chosen in order to create 
well-defined entrances from either direction on the pedestrian spine 
and to create an easily recognizable entrance both from the vehicular 
access point and from the intersection of Fant and River Streets. 
The se two dissimilar masses are joined by a third, single-level 
mass which float s above and houses the City Council Chambers and the 
Administrative Suite. Visual access by the public to the Administrative 
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Suite and the City Counci 1 Chambers is afforded by a large, two-story 
vertical space. The ceiling above the seating area of the City Council 
Chamber is raised to provide emphasis for this al 1-important function. 
Physical access to these areas is provided by two public elevators. 
These permit equal access to all areas by the handicapped. The absence 
of the necessity for using stairs for public circulation eliminates both 
physical and psychological barriers, as the only stairs existing in the 
design of the Municipal Government Building are required fire stairs . 
(See Appendix B) 
The complex design allows the site to be used with minimal des-
truction to existing trees. Vehicular access and parking are 1 imited 
to the less desirable and less visible portions of the site. The 
public vehicular area is capable of being expanded in a southeasterly 
direction toward the Civic Auditorium so that, eventually, parking here 
can be used for both facilities. The parking is buffered from the 
residential area of Salem Street by a wide green belt which also in-
cludes the pedestrian walkway. 
The spaces of most public import, the City Council Chamber and 
the Executive Office, are housed in a formally-arranged rectilinear 
prism that represents the seat of legislative and administrative power 
in the city. The building masses are kept low, however, and the entire 
building can be seen beneath the tree canopy from both River Street and 
Fant Street. Pedestrian access is designed so that no slope exceeds 
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THE BARRIER-FREE ENVIRONMENT 
In a report to Congress by the Comptroller General of the United 
States, published July 15, 1975, entitled ''Further Action Needed to Make 
All Public Buildings Accessible to the Physically Handicapped,'' short-
comings of the Architectural Ba1riers Act of 1968 are pointed out. The 
Architectural Barriers Act was intended to insure that all public build-
ings are accessible to the physically handicapped. Depending upon the 
definition of the word ''handicapped,'' estimates of the number of 
physically handicapped in the United States range anywhere from 8 to 
68 mill ion. The daily activities of all of these people are restricted 
in some way in varying degrees by basic disabilities. These impairments 
include individuals confined to wheelchairs or who require the use of 
braces or crutches for mobility, deafness and blindness, which also can 
effect the person's ability to function in public, or decreased mobility 
as a result of aging, accident or disease. 
If the handicapped cannot enter and use public buildings, they 
cannot easily vote, obtain government services, conduct business 
or become independent and self supporting. Efforts to enhance 
talents and market skills become meaningless when the job site 
and usual places of business are inaccessible. Accessibility 
of public buildings is essential if the handicapped are to have 
the same rights and opportunities as the able bodied in obtain-
ing government services and employment outside their homes. 
(Report to Congress, p. 1) 
By enacting the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968, the Federal 
Government obtained a level of legislative initiative already reached 
by 34 states. On September 26, 1973, Congress created an Architectural 
and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board for the purpose of in-
vestigating and insuring compliance with the standards prescribed by 
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the Architectural Barriers Act and to investigate other areas which 
impede the mobility of the handicapped, such as transportation barriers 
and architectural and attitudinal barriers which exist in public build-
ings, monuments, residential institutional housing and public parks and 
parklands. Shortcomings in the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 were 
investigated, identified and pointed out and recommendations were pub-
1 ished in the Report to Congress in July of 1975. 
Although the words "attitudinal barriers'' are stressed, the 
identification of attitudinal barriers and recommendations for eliminat-
ing these barriers is stressed as being a function of the board, nowhere 
in the report is there a definition of these two words. And the report 
deals wholly with physical barriers to the handicapped and attitudinal 
or psychological barriers are largely ignored. By current definition, 
a building can be considered barrier-free if a handicapped person has 
the physical ability to enter the building and partake of its functions. 
This does not mean. however, that a building is free of attitudi-
nal and psychological barriers. Often a building which supposedly con-
forms to barrier-free design standards will require that the handicapped 
enter through a side entrance, a rear entrance, an entrance which is 
other than the primary entrance for the public. Other buildings may 
force the handicapped person to leave the building, travel outside and 
enter the building at a different entrance just to change levels, an 
inconvenience of which the fully-mobile public is completely unaware. 
Often the most public of buildings limit the handicapped to the 
role of observer without actually allowing these people to function as 
the general public would or to hold jobs that may occur in these 
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spaces, for example, courtrooms, government office buildings, public 
theaters and auditoriums. Other public areas such as museums, parks, 
monuments, etc. may allow the handicapped entrance, but restrict them 
to certain areas, while the general public has complete freedom of move-
ment throughout the whole facility. 
The physically handicapped are already, by and large, painfully 
aware of their physical disabilities. These psychological barriers to 
the handicapped can only serve to reinforce this awareness. They force 
this group into the role of a minority group dependent on the whims of 
the poeple in control of our physical environment. 
In July of 1976, a South Carolina Board on Barrier-Free Design 
presented a barrier-free design standard for upgrading South Carolina's 
present barrier-free design law which was enacted in 1962, for the elim-
ination of architectural barriers in government and public buildings 
and facilities. The purpose of this standard is "intended to make 
buildings and facilities used by the public accessible to and functional 
for the physically handicapped, to, through and within their doors 
without loss of function, space or facility where the general public 
is concerned. It reflects great concern for safety of 1 ife and 1 imb. 11 
(South Carolina Board for Barrier-Free Design Standard," Columbia, S.C., 
1976, p. 1.) 
The phrase, ''access i b 1 e to and fun ct i ona 1 for the phys i ca 11 y 
handicapped, to, through and within their doors, 11 takes into account 
physical, psychological and attitudinal barriers. • However, once again, 
the psychological and attitudinal barriers are largely ignored through-
out the remainder of the recommendation. If public buildings are to 
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be truly barrier-free and the physically handicapped are to become a 
more self-sufficient, independent group, then these attitudinal and 
psychological barriers must be taken into account in the design of our 
physical environment. 
PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED PERSON: 
NON-AMBULATORY DISABILITIES: Impairments that, regardless 
of cause or manifestation, for all practical purposes, 
confine individuals to wheelchairs. 
SEMI-AMBULATORY DISABILIT IES: Impairments that cause 
individuals to work with difficulty or insecurity. In-
dividuals using braces or crutches, amputees, arthritics, 
spastics, and those with pulmonary and cardiac ills may 
be semi-ambulatory. 
SIGHT DISABILITIES: Total blindness or impairments 
affecting sight to the extent that the individual 
functioning in public areas is insecure or exposed to 
danger. 
HEARING DISABILITIES: Deafness or hearing handicaps that 
might make an individual insecure in public areas because 
he is unable to communicate or hear warning signals. 
DISABILITIES OR INCOORDINATION: Faulty coordination or 
palsy from brain, spinal, or peripheral nerve injury, 
where mobility, flesibil ity, coordination and perceptive-
ness are significantly reduced by aging, or other reasons. 
("South Carolina Board for Barrier Free Design 
Standard,'' p. 3.) 
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PUBLIC BUILDINGS - ''Public buildings" shall include all buildings, 
structure~, streets and sidewalks and access thereto used by the 
public or in which physically handicapped persons may be employed 
that are constructed, purchased, leased or rented by the use or 
private funds, including rental apartment complexes of twenty 
units or more and temporary lodging facilities of twenty units 
or more, except that the provisions of this act shall apply to 
only five percent of those units or a minimum of one unit, which-
ever is the greater, and provided, further, that the provisions 
of this act shal 1 not apply to a private residence. 
(
11 South Carolina Board for Barrier Free Design 
Standard," p. 3.) 
In this design effort, the writer intends to design the public 
facility that takes into account not only physical barrier-free design 
as put forth by the South Carolina Barrier Free Design Standard and 
the Report to Confress by the Comptroller General but also the psy-
chological and attitudinal well-being of the physically handicapped 
throughout the facility, allowing the physically disabled complete 
functional use of all facilities involved with the possible exception 
of functions that, by their nature, would completely eliminate the 
need for participation by the physically handicapped. 
l 
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